Abstract: The article discusses the responses given by the Patriarch Gennadios Scholarios to the Serbian leader Djuradj [George] Branković, in an era critical not only for his country but for the entire eastern borders of Europe, in the mid-fifteenth century. In his appeal, Branković sought the opinion of the learned leader of the Orthodox Church on a range of matters of canonical and liturgical content. The responses are widely known; nevertheless, the identification of five as yet unknown responses and the addition of a further four documents to the manuscript tradition of the text justify a new critical edition, which aims to present the entire number of Gennadios' responses, some among them concerning the legality of moving the Serbian Patriarchate's see from the captured Peć to Smederovo.
events that caused the Serbian despot 1 to appeal to the authority, wisdom and pragmatism of the first Orthodox Patriarch of Constantinople after the Ottoman conquest.
I
None of the manuscripts preserving the answers states when the questions were submitted or the exact date of the Patriarch's responses. There are, however, two clear termini which, to begin with, can set the time frame we are seeking: the two protagonists can only have been in communication between 6 January 1454, when Gennadios became Patriarch, and 24 December 1456, when Branković died. In addition, since Gennadios, in all probability, had assumed the role of Patriarch at the time he sent his responses, the terminus ante quem can be established prior to the end of his first term as Patriarch in early 1456. 2 On a first reading, the questions posed by Branković in search of the Patriarch's responses, or opinions, are of canonical and liturgical content. The response, however, to one of the questions reveals that the Serbian despot appealed to Gennadios at a critical moment for his realm; for at this time, the Ottoman forces of Mehmed II were tightening their grip on his territory, whilst the death of Patriarch Nikodemus of Peć in autumn 1455 had left the Serbian ecclesiastical throne vacant. Branković sought to fill this gap, in the belief that the presence of a religious leader would boost the morale of the Serbs during the dramatic moments they were experiencing. However, the see of the Patriarchate of Peć as well as Zitsa were now situated outside the boundaries of the rest of Serbia, and accordingly the new "Patriarch of Peć" would have to move his base, as he could no longer function in that location. Smederovo was a fortified city, a fitting home for the Serbian Patriarchate, but it was already a metropolis, the see of the Metropolitan Athanasios. Of course, we know today that Branković would not live long enough to elect 1 On Branković, see the monograph by Momčilo Spremić, Despot Djuradj Branković i njegovo doba, Belgrade 1994 , 2 1999 , and id., Djuradj Branković, 1427 -1456 , Belgrade 2006 . See also G. Podskalsky, Theologische Literatur des Mittelalters in Bulgarien und Serbien, 865-1459, Munich 2000, pp. 92 and 265-266. 2 Antonios Aimilios Tachiaos, with a thorough knowledge of the Serbian bibliography, in his study "Περί καταργήσεως των αρχιεπισκοπικών Αχρίδος και Πεκίου επί Γενναδίου του Σχολαρίου" [On the abolition of the Archbishoprics of Ohrid and Peć at the time of Gennadios Scholarios], Γρηγόριος ο Παλαμάς 46 (1963), pp. 202-211 , clarified and emended a number of points (which, until then, ignored the evidence of reliable sources) regarding the Patriarchate of Peć and the date when it came under the authority of the Archbishopric of Ohrid, basing his case in part on the text of the responses of Gennadios to Branković. a new Serbian Patriarch; Arsenius II would be elected in 1457, an election never to be learned of by Branković, just as he would never learn of the total conquest of Serbia by the Ottomans in the winter of 1459 -his death on 24 December 1456 spared him the pain of this knowledge.
3 Yet, while he still believed that he could save his country and that the election of a successor to the late Patriarch Nikodemus of Peć would prove beneficial, he appealed to Gennadios, seeking his knowledge and advice. Accordingly, the time frame in which we need to place this exchange between the two men must be set in the early part of 1456, in other words before Gennadios' first Patriarchate expired and before the death of Metropolitan Athanasios of Smederovo on 17 March of the same year. 4 This latter time limit is set by Gennadios' eighth response, referring to the matter as to whether a Patriarch can take up office in a city in which there is already a prelate; 5 the question obviously concerns the Metropolitan of Smederovo, then still alive.
The Serbian despot could naturally make the decision on his own as to where it would be preferable for the new Serbian Patriarch to have his seat, given the state of war prevailing in his country. Yet, he considered it appropriate to appeal to the Patriarch of Constantinople: Gennadios' powerful personality and his prestige throughout the entire Orthodox world motivated Branković to turn to the Patriarch of Constantinople for a solution to the problems that concerned him.
6 Besides, the same reasons had a few months earlier also led the monks of Mount Sinai to appeal to Gennadios, so that he might enlighten them on similar matters of a liturgical nature, as well as problems arising from the adverse historic environment. Gennadios responded immediately to the Serbian despot's request, as Serbia was in dire straits.
8 Indeed, this may explain why the Patriarch's discourse, as a rule carefully crafted in all his writings -sometimes even to an exaggerated degree -is laconic in the case presented here, without extensive elaboration of the responses and without concern for literary embellishment.
Gennadios decreed that, "It is possible for the lord of the region and the synod of bishops to appoint as Archbishop and Patriarch, someone whose previous diocese was not in the same region." As for the simultaneous presence of a prelate in Smederovo, he also provided a measure to preclude this: "In the place where the Archbishop or Patriarch is, it is not possible for there to be another legitimate bishop; such a bishop must either be transferred to another church, if there is a vacant see, or, lest he become trisepiskopos, he must step down for the common good." He cited a few examples, such as Kiev and Nafpaktos, which would in all probability be of use to Branković as arguments in the event that anyone doubted the legality of the Serbian Patriarch's move from the captured Peć to Smederovo. 
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Gedeon did not publish the fourteenth response, because, as he claimed in a subsequent publication, he doubted its authenticity. When, however, he later discovered the fourteenth "matter" in another manuscript, he was assured of its authenticity and included it in 1899 in a subsequent study, which was published in the same journal.
11
The second scholar to publish Gennadios' responses was the German philologist E. von Dobschütz, who came across the text of questions and answers between Branković and Gennadios in a manuscript in the Sächsische Landesbibliothek in Dresden, catalogued as MS A 187, pp. 512-516. In his edition of the Dresden text, published in 1905, a further, fifteenth, question and answer pair was added to those already published by Gedeon (13 + 1).
12
The German scholar took it upon himself to number the "matters", a feature which does not appear in the Dresden or other manuscripts. Moreover, since he divided the text of the first response into three separately numbered sections, a total of 17 responses appear in his edition, while when tallied with those published by Gedeon there are 15. The new response contained in the Dresden manuscript, which was not included in either of the manuscripts consulted by Gedeon, answers the question, "What is meant by 'pure spikenard of great value' [John 12:3] ?" and describes the ingredients of the myrrh Jesus used to anoint the prophets.
13
The editors of Gennadios' complete works, aware of the three mutually complementary editions discussed above, published all of Gennadios' 10 M. responses known up to that time, noting in their apparatus any differences that they identified in previous editions.
14
Research into Patriarch Gennadios' responses to questions put to him by the Serbian despot had thus reached this point until today. Before, however, reporting on the new findings, it will perhaps be helpful to provide briefly some background on the manuscripts used for the editions so far published.
Manuscript Patmiensis 540, used by Gedeon for the first edition of the text, was described by Ioannis Sakkelion as a "Nomokanon" in his volume on the library of the Monastery of Patmos.
15
As regards the second manuscript used by Gedeon as his source for the fourteenth response, its fate is unclear, since in discussing its provenance Gedeon noted (in deliberately vague terms, "so that", as he liked to say, "the plagiarizers in Greece are kept on their toes") that it was once owned by a certain lampadarios of the Great Church and that this manuscript, "purchased by me", as he noted, came into his possession. 16 This manuscript, to the best of my knowledge, has not as yet been located.
As for the Dresden manuscript, we have the description published by the editor himself of Gennadios ' responses, Dobschütz, in 1906 in Byzantinische Zeitschrift. Now, to these three manuscripts, we can add the four described below: In the library at the Monastery of St John οn Patmos, besides MS 540 used by Gedeon, I came across yet another containing Gennadios' text, the title of which states the following: "Matter of the most pious despot of Serbia, George, addressed to Patriarch Gennadios Scholarios of Constantinople". This manuscript is catalogued as Patmiensis 447, and on folios 353v-354v we find some of the Patriarch's responses. Ioannis Sakkelion noted that it is a "Nomikon [Collection of legal texts]…written in the sixteenth century". The third manuscript that I found to contain Branković's questions and Gennadios' responses is in the Library of St Mark's in Venice: Marc. Gr. III. 5 (coll. 1077), olim Nanianus CCXXIX. It is a manuscript containing miscellaneous legal texts dating back to the sixteenth century. The questions and responses appear on folios 247v-248r and 402r. 20 Last, I discovered the same text on folios 255v-256v, 266v, 267r and 267v of MS 22 of the Monastery of Agios Stephanos in Meteora. Dimitris Sofianos, in his catalogue of the manuscripts of Meteora, dates it to the sixteenth century.
21
Having discovered these previously unexploited witnesses to the text under consideration, it is clear that the matter needs to be reassessed in light of the new manuscript evidence.
III
As previously mentioned, all the manuscripts we have today at our disposal are later copies which reproduce a text in which the Serbian despot's questions are interwoven with Gennadios' responses, and, as far as I know, neither Branković's original letter containing the "matters" he set before the Patriarch nor Gennadios' official pittakion in which he sent his responses have survived.
The six manuscripts containing the text of questions and responses and to which I had access (Gedeon's second manuscript, as we noted above, is missing) present the text underneath roughly the same heading: "Matters and questions of the most pious despot of Serbia, George, addressed to His Holiness and Ecumenical Patriarch Gennadios Scholarios. The responses of the Patriarch". One detail, however, in the wording betrays not only the fact that they are copies, but also that the original they were copied from cannot have been contemporary with the two persons who were in communication. of Constantinople by the Ottoman Turks, to sign his name using the highsounding title, "by the mercy of God, Archbishop of Constantinople, the New Rome, and Ecumenical Patriarch"; instead, he preferred the title "servant of the children of God" or "of the paupers of Christ". Accordingly, if the copy of the text had been made in his time, he would surely not have allowed himself to be referred to as "Ecumenical Patriarch".
MS Patmiensis 447 is the only manuscript to present the text containing the responses under the heading "Matter of the most pious despot of Serbia, George, addressed to the Patriarch of Constantinople Gennadios Scholarios". The nomenclature in the heading seems to be closer to Gennadios' wishes: "Patriarch of Constantinople" rather than "all-holy Ecumenical Patriarch", and it appears to convey a manuscript tradition older than that of the other manuscripts. Indeed, comparison with the other six manuscripts indicates that Patmos 447 derives from a different manuscript tradition: it presents only eight pairs of questions and answers, three of which are encountered in the other manuscripts, while the other five were hitherto unknown to us. Indeed, in Patmos 447 the first question/response corresponds to the eighth in the other manuscripts. It is the question headed "On Archbishop and Patriarch"; Gennadios' response explains how a prelate can "have his see" in another city when his own see has been occupied by enemy forces. We can assume, perhaps, that it came first in this manuscript because its content was of primary importance at that moment in time for the despot of Serbia, since due to the pressure of the Turkish military presence there was urgent need to move the Patriarch of Serbia.
Then follows the ninth response answering the question whether a bishop can administer the sacraments without a deacon attending. Clearly, the question had arisen as a result of the unusual circumstances of the historical moment, in view of the planned installation of the Patriarchate of Peć, which as yet was still bereft of personnel. However, before the scribe goes on to the twelfth question/ response, he inserts the text of the two questions and responses that do not appear in the other manuscripts. While questions 8 and 9 focus on matters relating to bishops, 22 a further question is formulated in very vague terms, "On a bishop" and when he can be transferred to another metropolis. The answer is, of course, as expected, and simply confirms the express prohibition of the late Byzantine era on transferring a prelate to a third ecclesiastical province, to ensure he would not be considered trisepiskopos [thrice-bishop].
The next question (the eleventh) is also vaguely worded: "On bishops" (this time in the plural). The response explains when and how a bishop can impose punishment:
The bishop may only punish spiritually, not physically or by monetary means. He may only confine and imprison the malefactor for the latter's benefit, until he gives assurance of his repentance. If the transgression of the said person is impiety towards the faith and the Church, then the accused shall be automatically delivered to the secular authorities and they shall decide punishment in accordance with the laws.
The first part of the response reproduces Balsamon's comment on title 9 (Ch. 25) of the Nomokanon in 14 titles, which states that "canon law is unacquainted with corporal punishment, which is dispensed by secular law". 23 As regards the prohibition on imposing monetary penalties, this can only be indirectly deduced from the comment by Zonaras on the seventh rule of the Seventh Synod, which states that the penalty for a metropolitan who demands a monetary penalty will be to pay this amount four-fold. 24 However, I was unable to find the rest of the text of Gennadios' response in any nomocanonical collection: "If the transgression of the person is impiety towards the faith and the Church, then he shall be automatically delivered to the secular authorities and they shall decide punishment in accordance with the Laws." It goes without saying that in the case in point, the secular authority is the Christian despot of Serbia, who we can regard as corresponding, indirectly of course, to the Byzantine Christian secular authority, the emperor [basileus] . Seen in this light, it comes as no surprise that Gennadios argues that he can impose punishment for "impiety toward the faith".
This erstwhile unknown response of Gennadios supplies us with information that is of particular importance: a) It verifies the fact that the Patriarchate had some kind of prison where transgressors were confined. Heretofore, we were aware of this by virtue of later sources. 25 25 The use of the noun φυλακή [prison] , when associated with the evidence I cite below, appears indeed to mean a place of forced detention. In an unpublished work dating from before 1815, preserved in a manuscript of the NHRF / INR collection there is a mention of a prison used by the Patriarchate (on this manuscript, see Machi Paizi-Apostolopoulou, "Για τα οικονομικά του ανώτατου κλήρου. Το χφ ΚΝΕ 2: η διττή σημασία μιας αθησαύριστης our sources take us back several centuries, since the Patmos manuscript dates to the early years of Ottoman rule, that is, the mid-fifteenth century; b) We are informed that the Church could impose only penalties that involved "social exclusion", such as excommunication for the laity and suspension of duties or defrocking for the clergy. 26 In the event, however, that the secular authority was of the same faith, as in the case of Branković, it could impose punishments that the Patriarchate did not have the power to impose. The text of Patmiensis 447 then continues with issues that have nothing to do with bishops. This is the text of the twelfth "matter" that we are familiar with already from the other manuscripts: "On taking the tonsure against the wife's wishes". After giving the response, the text continues with three hitherto unknown questions and responses regarding priests' conduct: "a) Another matter: Regarding priests; b) Regarding drunken priests administering the sacraments; c) The worship of God shall be conducted facing East".
27
In the table below, I list by their number the matters, noting (✓) the manuscripts in which the relevant texts are preserved. It is clear that the fullest text is that in the Dresden manuscript. This is followed by Patmos 540, Agios Stephanos of Meteora 22, the Marcianus manuscript and Sinai 1609. The latter four appear to belong to the same manuscript tradition. Gedeon's missing manuscript recorded -if, that is, Gedeon published in 1899 all the responses that were contained in his manuscript -only four responses found also in the other manuscripts. The circles in the One question, however, remains unanswered: why the Patmos 447 manuscript, which seems to be closer to the original text, preserves only part, and not all, of the questions and responses. The loss of the entire quire that follows, which in all probability contained the next part of the text, most likely explains why "matters" nos 17-20 are missing. However, an explanation for the absence of the first seven "matters" from MS Patmiensis 447 is still pending. If the lost "Nomokanon" used by Gedeon is ever rediscovered -although we probably should not expect any surprises, since Gedeon would surely have published any other questions/responses that were not previously knownand if a manuscript is identified as containing the entire range of questions/ responses, then we shall have a full picture of the questions put by the Serbian despot to the leader of the Great Church just two years after the conquest of Constantinople, and of the responses given by the learned Patriarch. 
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